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THE IMMACULATE CONCEPTION. 

TO THE EDITOR OF THE CA.TH0L1C 1.AVSIAN. 

Sir — In a letter, which within this month has been 
taking the round of the Protestant papers, from the pen 
of the well-known Protestant writer, Dr. Croly, I find 
the following passage : — 

"The Popish hierarchy having been summoned by 
the Pope from vaiious countries of Europe and, amongst 
others, from our own, and tlie meeting having commenced 
its sittings in Rome, on tlic 22nd of last month, I must 
make some remarks on tlio subject. The declared pur- 
pose is the promulgation of tlie doctrine, that tlie mother 
of our Lord was born exempt from original sin, as the 
doctrine of the Christian world. That other purposes are 
concealed under this summons, we can scarcely have a 
doubt ; for the doctrine, under the name of the ' Immacuhitc 
Conception,' was established by the formulary of the 
Council of Trent three centuries ago, in these words — 
'The blessed Mary, Jlother of God, is exempt from all 
sin, actual and original.' — Session G." 

Now, sir, I would be glad to know how docs that state- 
ment, from so high a Protestant authority, comport with 
your oft-i-epeated assertion, that the doctrine has been 
heretofore an open question in the Catholic Church, never 
decided or settled by Pope or council — and the more 
especially with the statement in your last number, that 
" the Conncil of Trent expressly declared, that they did not 
decide on this doctrine?" An answer in your next, to this 
humble inquiry, will much oblige your most humble servant, 

St. Stephens's Day, 1854. A Catholic. 

We think it not'likely that Dr. Croly should have 
made such a statement, and we decline to search " the 
round of the papers" for it, for this reason — we have 
made it our rule never to produce the assertions of Pro- 
testants as proofs of the doctrines of tlie Church of Rome ; 
we charge nothing on the Church of Rome but what we 
find in her own standard authorities, or in the writing.s 
of her Popes, cardinals, bishops, &c. We feel sure that 
Konian Catholics approve of our never bringing Pro- 
testant writers as evidence of what is believed in the 
Church of Rome. What the Conncil of Trent did 
must be decided by the records of that Council, and not 
by what Dr. Croly or any other Protestant may liave said. 

In the sixth session of tlie Council of Trent, there is 
nothing at all on the subject of the conception of 
the Blessed Virgin, nor of original sin in respect 
of her; but in the fifth session, which declares 
all men born under original sin, we do find this — 
" This holy synod, however, declares that it is not its 
intention to comprehend in this decree, where original 
gin is treated of, the Blessed and Immaculate Virgin 
Mary, Mother of God ; but that the constitutions of Pope 
Sixtus IV., of blessed memory, which it renews, are to 
be observed, under the penalties contained in those 
constitutions."' And this is all that tlie Council of 
Tjent has said upon the subject. 

'J'hat Dr. Croly should represent this as a decree that 
" the Blessed Mary, Mother of God, is exempt from all 
sin, actual and original," is certainly most uuUkcly, 
although, if he did, it would be nothing to us. 

But since the Tablet newspaper has actually en- 
deavoured to put this construction on that decree, wo 
ou^t, perhaps, to show the absurdity of such an 
attempt. 

In the leading article in the Tablet, of December 23 
(the same article we have quoted in another paper), we 
find this passage — " After propounding ils definition, 
aSirming against the heretics the dogma of the univer- 
sal transmission of original sin, the Council took care 
to add, loith great delicacy and tenderness for her own 
children ; but in such a way as to leave no doubt about 
its own sentiments and the strony bias of its mind, ' that it 
is not its intention to comprehend in its decree the 
immaculate Virgin Mary, Mother of God,' &c. Our 
Catholic readers will, no doubt, be struck, as we have 
been, with the evidence of this concordance of the Church 
with herself." Now, this confusses that the Council of 
Trent, out of delicactj and tenderness to those wlio 
denied the immaculate conception, carefully refrained 
from s.iying that it was true ; but it also tries to in- 
sinuate that the teimi of the decree prove that the 
Council really believed the doctrine, though they 
shrunk from saying so, because so many denied it. 
And the Tablet prints ihe word in ii.iiics, thus, " Imma- 
culate Virgin," as if that word ajiplied to licr, implies 
her immaculate conception. We iiotiio this, because it 
is, perhaps, the course intended to be adopted in this 
controversy. Such writers will, perhai>s, produce pas- 
sages in which the Virgin is called "immarulat;-,' and 
try and impose that as proof that those who called tier 
so, must have believed in tlie immaculate conception ; 
but truth compels us to say, that such a use of the 
words is a deliberate deception. In fact, the term " im- 
maculate Virgin,' oa\y implies that she always continued 
a virgin; and is so used by Pope Sixtus IV., in his 
decree of 1476 — " Et immaculata Virgo niliiloiuinus 



r>ecl«ri4t tdmen h»e ipsa sanctd svnodua, noii esse blue ioteiitiouis, 
comprelieiidere in hoc dccreto, ubi ae'pu<=i:it'> origiiiali agitur, Coatam 
et iiii:nuculatam Virgintm Mariam, IJei Gciiitrictm; sed obseivandas 



post partum rcmaneret." And very many who ap- 
plied the word imm.aculate to her in a larger sense, 
intended thereby only that she was preserved from 
actual sin, and not at all from original sin. 

Thus the Dominican monks, who held that the doc- 
trine of the immaculate conception was downright 
heresy, still called the Virgin "immaculate," because 
they conceived that she had been kept from actual sin. 
So the word immaculate, applied to the Virgin, does not 
at all prove th.at they who called the Virgin so, did be- 
lieve in the immaculate conception, unless the Tablet 
is prepared to s.ay that the order of St. Dominick held 
the immaculate conception — which even the Tablet will 
not attempt to say. 

And with respect to that decree of the Council of 
Trent, it is to be remembered, that Cardinal Pacheco 
and other cardinals and hisliops in the Council of Trent 
wanted to introduce words to the effect, that it might be 
" piously believed that the Virgin was conceived 
without sin ;" and the Council positively refused to let 
those words be put into the decree— im Pin, Eccl. 
Hist., Vol. iii., p. 426. Dublin, 1724. Did that show 
the strong bias of the Council ui/Moar of the doctrine 
of the iminaoulato conception ? 

And the Council did actually in that very decree 
renew and confirm the constitutions of Pope Sixtus IV., 
which actually condemned to excommunication, from 
which the Pope alone could absolve, " those who should 
dare to assert that persons who held the contrary 
doctrine — viz., that the glorious Virgin Mary was con- 
ceived in original sin — do incur the crime of heresy or 
mortal sin; since it is not yet decided bv the Uoman Church 
and the Apostolic See."' If the Council had really 
meant to imply that the immaculate conception (vas an 
article of the Catholic faith, would they have re- 
newed this sentence of excomniunicatiun upon those 
who should venture to say that it was heresy to deny it? 

The plain and eviilent meaning of the decree of the 
Council of Trent was this— that in deciding that all 
mankind were born under original sin, they would not 
undertake to decide whether the Blessed Virgin was or 
was not. And until now, Roman Catholics themselves 
admitted this; for whicli we appeal to no less a con- 
troversialist than Bishop Miliier — " The Church 
dues not decide the controversy concerning the concep- 
tion of the Blessed Virgin, and several other disputed 
points, because she sees nothing absolutely clear and 
certain concerning them, either in the written or un- 
written word; and, therefore, leaves her children to 
form their own opinions concerning them." — End of 
Controversy, Letter 12. 



CHRISTIAN MINISTERS NOT SACRIFICING 

PRIKSTS. 
We have received a letter, signed " Imus," in reference 
to the article in our last number, of which the above is 
the title. As we do not think the writer's objections 
proceed from a real difference of opinion with us, but 
from a misapprehension of our meaning, in tlie crowded 
state of our columns we hope he will be satisfied if, in- 
stead of inserting his letter, wo add to our article such 
explanations as it would seem to require. Its object was 
to prove that the Christian minister is not a sacrificing 
priest, as were the Pagan Upt vq or Sacerdos and the Jewish 
Cohen, and as the Romish priest claims to be. It wasnever 
said or meant that the English language and the En- 
glish Church do not attacli a definite meaning to the 
term priest; nor was such an absurdity ever thought 
of, as that the formularies of the Church of England 
do not clearly recognise a distinction between the eccle- 
siastical orders of priest and deacon, and assign corres- 
ponding offices to each in her ritual. The very title of 
the article in question expressly limited the sense in 
which it treated of a priest — viz., a " sacrificing priest." 
In this sense we repeat most emphatically our assertion, 
that the New Testament knows nothing of the word as 
applied to Christian ministers — nay, more, that such a 
sense of the word is utterly irreconcilable with the whole 
spirit and genius of the Christian religion. Our ob- 
jection «'as not to the use of the English word " priest," 
which has in its etymology and original no connection 
whatsoever with the itpivc of the Greeks, or Utc saccrdos of 
the Latins, but is the true rejircscntiitive of the Greek 
7ri>ia(ivripoc, Latin presbyter, from which word it is con- 
tracted — the intermediate step being supplied by the Saxon 
preostre, which, of itself, is sufficient to show that the 
Kumish and Romanising sense of the term is not its 
genuine sense. 

We beg, also, to repeat, that the "/;ro;)cr functions" 
of the Jewish cohen (or priest) as such, were to offer 
sacrifice and to intercede for the people; and that tl;e 
business of teaching, admonishing, governing, and ad- 
ministering discipline, was not peculiar to him in his 
sacerdotal character, but was shared by the Levites and 
the Elders of the congregation — even by those who did 
not belong to the sacred tribe. The Very passages re- 
ferred to in our correspondent's letter prove this position 



* Simili poenae ac censm-ic suljjicienies ecs, qui ausi ftieritit ssserere, 
coitirariuin opinivncin teneutea, yiiltilicet gtoriu^in Virginem ilariaiu 

-., ..^. ^^..... .^.,..,, „^« „ — cum urigiaall pL'ccatu fuisai! cuQceptam, hxrcsia crimati, vel pedatuia 

^c oonstltationcB felicia recurJationia SiiU Pap:c IV., sub potuis in I iucurrevo moiulc; cum iiiimluiii sit a Kuauna Ecdeuia «t apostolica 
at cousUlutlonlbos comentH, quas innovat.— Sees, v., scit. 5. l sede decisuni.— Bull of Pope Sistoa IV., A.D. 1189. 



most completely. Thus, from 2 Chron. xvii. 7-9, xxx. 
21, 22. XXXV. 3; Ezra iii. 10, 11; Neh. viii. 9, xii. 27, it ap- 
pears that it was not in their character of sacW/icini/ priests 
that the priests taught the people, because the Levites 
are associated with them in that office ; whilst from the 
first of the passages just quoted it further appears that 
even civilians (princes) might be commissioned to 
take part in the same work. Again, with respect to 
Deut. x.txi. 9-12, our correspondent has omitted to 
notice the important word "thou' — v. 1 1 . The follow- 
ing extract from the note of Bishop Patrick (who has 
never been charged with low views respecting the 
Christian priesthood) willexplain ourmeaning: — "This 
order being directed, not to all Israel, but to a particular 
person, plainly imports that the supreme governor, 
whosoever he was, had the charge laid upon him to take 
care these laws should be read at the solemn time, that 
all the people might he.arthem ; and, therefore, I think, 
the Jews righlty say that their kings, when they had 
them, were bound not only to look after this matter, 
but to read the law themselves to as many as could hear 
them — appointing the priests and Levites to read it in 
as many other assemblies of the people as were neces- 
sary for the fulfilling of the precept.'" Indeed the best 
commentary upon the passage is furnished by the 
sacreil history itself, from which we learn that Joshua 
" read all the words of the Iiw, before all the con- 
gregation of Israel" — Joshua viii. 34, 35 ; and that King 
.losiali " read in the ears of all the men of Judali, and all 
the inhabitants of Jerusalem, all the wor<ls of the book 
of the covenant' — 2lCingsxxiii. 2. The matter is equally 
clear in the case of another passage insisted on by 
" Imus." — Deut. xvii. 8- 13. On this passageBishop Patrick 
observes — " the Jews all agree that the supreme court, 
or sanhedrin, here spoken of, did not consist only of 
priests and Levites, but of any persons of the other tribes, 
who were fit to be promoted to the dignity. Nay, they 
say i/thei e was wn one priest or Levitt in the court, it was 
a lawful judicature ; for the high priest himself, no 
more than any one else, h id a place here, merely for 
his birth, unless his learning in the Law was an- 
swerable.'' 

It is needless to go through the other passages ad- 
ducedby " Imus" — e.g. Lev. x.8.|l — in which the Jew- 
ish priests are spoken of as teaching, &c. The same re- 
mark applies to tliem all — vi/.., that while the priests 
were, of course, competent to discharge these duties, 
and were comniandol to do so, still it was not quoad 
priests that this was enjoined on them, seeing that 
others, not invested with the sacerdotal office, might 
and did discharge tliem, and were comm.anded by God 
to do so. So much for our lussertion, at which " imus" 
has taken ofifenco, that " under a sacerdotal system, tlie 
teacher neccssHrily occupies, as compared with the 
jiriest, a subordinate place ; and that under the Jewish 
l.,aw, teaching was no part of the proper priestly func- 
tions, as we may conclude from the fact that no [specific] 
directions on that head are found in the portions of the 
Pentateuch which treat of the peculiar duties of the 
priests [as such]." .\gain, as to the objection urged 
against our assertion that " the peculiar business of the 
Scribes was to expound the law, and that these Scribes 
belonged indiscriminately to all the tribes, and not ex- 
clusively to that of Levi," we are sure that if " Imus" 
carefully reads over the New Testament, to say nothing 
of the works of Lightfoot, Vitringa. and others who have 
treated of the Jewish ecclesiastical polity in the Gospel 
age, he will no longer call in question so incon- 
trovertible a Btatemeut; and we are also sure, that 
as soon as he makes himself fully acquainted with 
the respective positions occupied by the Temple and 
the Synagogue in the time of our Liord, he will cease to 
doubt the perfect correctness of the assertion, that " to 
oft'er sacrifice and intercede were iheproper functions of 
the priest (the minister of the Temple) ; to teach, to ad- 
monish, to govern, to administer discipline, were the 
special and characteristic duties of the presbyters or 
elders (the ministers of the Synagogue)." 

In conclusion, we beg once more to remind our correspon- 
dent that he has mistaken the sense in which we used the 
word priest. Wo did not use it, as he seems to think, in 
its ordinary modern sense of •' one who officiates in sacred 
ottices." In this sense, we cordially agree with him, the 
Christian minister is a priest. AVc usid the term in the 
sense of a sacrificing priest, and our whole argument was 
based upon this deliiiitioii. The dilferciico is enormous, and 
on it depends essentially much of the controversy between 
Romanists and Protestants. Neither do we maintain — very 
far, indeed, are we from it — tliat the office of teaching, ad- 
monishing, correcting, &c., is not a proper part of the 
Christian miiiisLci's fnnclions. The very opposite follows 
from our argument, and was one of its intended conse- 
quences. We denied, and wc still deny, that the Christian 
minister is the succesior of the Jewish priest, regarded iu 
his proper character as a sacrificer. We never denied, nor 
do we now, that the Christian minister may be regarded as 
the successur of the Jewish priest when divested of bis sa- 
crificial and purely legal functions, and viewed merely as 
" one who officiates in sacred things," as the authorized 
minister in the Church of the trne God. But, under this 
limitation we held, and do still hold, that the Christian 
minister corresponds more nearly to the Presbyter of 
the Jtwisit Sy nagog«« than to the prrast of th« Jewish Temple. 



